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GRADUATE PRifFESSIONAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Description of the ast

The Graduate-Professional Improvement Program of the Institute of

Agriculture, offered in cooperation with the General Extension Division, was

an experiment in graduate level courses at off-campus locations during the

1965-1966 academic year. The program included courses at three levels:

- Graduate degree credit courses;

- Comprehensive professimal improvement, certificate credit courses;

- Short, intensive professional improvement seminars, non-credit.

The courses were selected to serve the needs of professional workers in the

fields of agriculture and agricultural education; in particular, extension

personnel, vocational agriculture teachers, home economics instructors,

forestry personnel, and professional employees in 419H-business and industry.

A list of courses and enrollment figures appears at the end of this paper

as Appendix "A".

Procedure of the 1lahrAWV :".1e

In ordei to evaluate this program, a three-way study was designed

- A survey of students at the beginning and again at the end of the
course;

- A of the employers of the participating registrants; and,

- A survey of the faculty.

The survey questionnaires used for the students and employers, es well as

the guidelines for the faculty appear at the end of this paper as Appendix "0".
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The pre-course questionnaire for students was distributed by the instructors

during the first meeting of the class. A follow -up mailing was made to each

student whose questionnaire was not returned from the first distribution.

The ehd-of-the-course student evaluation questionnaire was mailed to the

students with a stamped, self-addressed envelope. The respondents were assured

of the anonymity of their responses.

Similarly, an end-of-the-course evaluation form was mailed to the employers
A

of the participants whose names had been listed on the registrativ forms. One

follow-up mailing was made to employers not responding the first time. Where

the employer was listed as the University of Minnesota, no response was solicited.

The instructors' guidelines were distributed to the faculty before the

term in which a course began and again at the end of the course term. In the

latter instance the instructors' evaluation was requested.

Although it was recognized that this effort at evaluation could produce,

at best, an ad hoc description lacking a claim to the formalized steps and

standardized measuring instruments of a controlled experiment it was decided

by the committee members that this would be useful. The report in these pages

is a description claiming some objectivity because it is based on the product

of consensus on two levels. First, the questionnaires and guiJelines used

were prepared in discussion with the committee members, and therefore these

instruments reflect a consensus of informed judtrents. Second, the findings

reported in these pages record the responses of the three groups surveyed:

the students. the employers of the students, and the faculty. The finding

that there is some consensus In the evaluation of the experience in the courses,

pcirticularly between faculty and students, although each group proceeds from

different Set of expeetattlens and frame of reference9may be Submitted as a

rons-WirMatiOriof the uieftilnisS of the evalitation..



The administrative responsibility for registration and record keeping

for courses carrying degree and certifitate credit was lodged in the Depart-

tent of Off-Camp-es Classet of the General Extension Division; the parallel

VtsponSibility fOr the guirt courses was carried by the Short Course Depart-

bent of the institute a'Agriculture. -AlthoUgh the original plans for

evaluation included all the facets of the program, it became clear that

record keeping and fatuity involvement in detail mled between the graduate

Credit courses and the short courses. The report includes some information

on the short courses but primarily covers the graduate credit and the

comprehensive professional improvement (certificate credit) phases of the

Graduate Professional improvement Program.

ItEsal of the Evaluation

The participants in the Graduate Professional improvement courses

during the 1965 ..1966 year were primarily drawn from educational institutions.

and therefore generally not representative of the agricultural industry tend

business fields. Consistent with the nature of the program, the student

participants had high educational background and professional occupational

status; they were generally older than the typical on-campus Evening Class

student.

Pethaps the finding of greatest relevance to the continuance of this

program and for continuing education generally is the mutual consensus that

the courses fulfilled the Students' expectations and educational needs,

although the frame of reference for the instructwwsl presentation of the

courses was theoretical and that of the students was practical. This is

exp4elped by the faculty report that vigorous discussion, pursued by.highly

motivated student:4 with clearly articulated information needs made possible

...../04. , 0..4,1, r- *. atw



the extension of the general principles and the generalizations to the

practical applications.. This observation of the fe9ulty also identifies

the major difference between on- campus graduate level courses offered for

the typical folly matriculated student and the off-campus courses for part-

time,fully employed adult student.

Employers see their employees in the agricultural fields as adequately

trained but see a need for, continuing professional development for the agri-

cultural specialist. Although the Individual professional is considered by

the employers as primarily responsible for his continuing professional develop-

ment, more than 40% of the employers rank the employers' responsibility as

second to the individual's responsibility. The high proportion of employers

representing educational institutions is reflected in the answers to questions

about policy on subsidy to the employee for continuing professional improve-

ment. Less than 10% report subsidy in the form of tuition payment. More

common is subsidy in the form of time-off or credit towards promotion or a

combination of the two forms.

It would seem that although enrollments were modest and not representative

of the potential student audience in the fields of agri-business during the

first year of this program, there are enough positive elements to justify the

continuation of the Graduate Professional improvement .program.

The presentation in the following pages consists of illustration and

discussion of the responses to the evaluation instruments shown in Appendix "CH.

mOsolam00.0.1.
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THE FINDINGS,

Part. One: The Pre-Course Student irmatika

The questionnaire, referred to as the "Student Inventory" and used for

the pre-course surrey of students is the same one used in a survey of all

Evening and Special Class Students during the 1964-1966 biennium, and the

responses of the Graduate Professional Improvement participants will be

imluded in the report on the total Evening and Special Class student body

for the 1965-1966 1,4ar.

Some of the characteristics of the Graduate Professional Improvement

students as a sub-group, however, are relevant to this report.

The Graduate Professional Improvement student is older than the typical

Evening Class Student. More than 70% of the yegistrants are over 30 years of

age, whereas in the total Evening and Special Class student population the

relationship is reversed in that 70% of the registrants are 30 years of age

or younger.

Approximately 85%, of the registrants in the Graduate Professional

hnprovement program work full time, and 80% are professional with more than

half of these professionals identified as teachers. The proportion of pro-

fessionals'in the entire Evening and Special Class population is 25%.

The educational background of the Graduate Professional Improvement

student is high and consistent with the high proportion of professionals.

More than 76% hold a bachelor's degree or have completed some work towards

the master's degree. An additional 10% hold the mas.4er's degree or have

completed some work beyond Oils level. Two students, 0.4140 hold the Ph.D..

The educatlonal,backgroundof the Evening and Special Class student, Fall,

1965, 00;0 2244 ti914 a bachelor's- degree or have completed some work

towards tide master;$ degree. Awaddltional 3093% hold the master's degree
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or have completed some work beyond this level, Slightly more than one-half

percent, 0.54%,-6014 the Ph.d..'

Almost 70% a the .respondents have had prior University of Minnesota

educational experiences either in day classes,-or in extension activities

(including Agricultural Ektension and General Extension). Approximately

as high a proportion indicate attendance at other Minnesota and or out-of-

state colleges.

Included in this summary of student characteristics are responses of

students in each level of courses which made up the enrollment in the program,

although a larger proportion of the registrants in credit courses are

represented. A small number of students registered in both credit and short

credit courses.

Since there was a certain amount of overlap with the student inventory

built into the end-of-the-course.student evaluation-questionnaire, Part Two

will include a more detailed description of tilt. overlapping questions.

Part Two: The End-C-The-Course Evaluation la 5tudents

The discussion in this part. of the report is based on 209 responses from

students to the questionnaire Odentified as Exhibit 2 in Appendix "V).

prepared in consultation with the Research Committee of the Graduate

Professional Improvement Committee. The responses include 11 registrants

In short courses. Although these 11 are a very small proportiza of all

the participants in the Short course phase of the program, an analysis of

responseS as a sub-group' affirms the similarity of characteristics to the

part clOants in other phIses-of the program. Six of the 209 registered in

credit- courses'aS well as- sqlort' courses.

tespOnses_Infart: Too Wgrouped,undpr A series of

)1000* tect:.1 the 01.141* oval uatian

itronnatre.
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Registrations in the program during its first year as well as intentions

for future registrations seem to be independent of subsidy from employers

for the majority of the respondents. Two questions were asked: I) "What

financial assistance did you get from your employer for the current course

registration?", and 2) "Does your registration for coJrses in the future

'depend on receiving fihancial assistance? f. More than 60% received no

subsidy. For those who received some form of subsidy time off was the form

of. subsidy most commonly received as indicated by 11043% of the respondents.

Some received part tuition, 5,7k%; some received full tuition, 4.31%. For

more than 87% future participation in professional improvement courses is

not, dependent on subsidy.

Specificalry, the responses to these two questions are shown in Table I

and Table 11 following:

TABLE

...mw,.ow.w.navromwswwwww=wwIn, o TIWOJP.' ,..VP.MIIMPTIMM.MPEDMIIVIIMMI
............M.......

SUBSIDY RECEIVED FROM EMPLOYERS
7MCWINIMI1 81

Classification
..........-

.

Number or
Res onses

I

0

1

Percent of
Total

. ........--
i

1

= Full Tuition
Part Tuition
Time Off

i Travel Expense
i Irr',-' Tuition and Time Off
1 /t-, , i Tuition, Time Off and Travel Expense

Part Tuition and Travel Expense
Time Off and Travel Expense
No Assstance
No Answer

.

9
12

24
2

1

1

1

2

126

31

209-

s.

0

1

1

!

1

s

1

g

0

g

1
0

a
g

I

g

I
d

I
.

.1

4.31

5.74
11.48

0.96
0.48
0,48
0.48
0,96

60.29
14,82

100.00

. ,

-TOTALS

..
.

te: Instances, registrants in categories such-as Full uition
tue _Offr are_ :not -redupilpated Under F'sull Tuition,

,,;";

- 4.-
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TABLE 11

e

e ,ef e

- -

DEPENDENCY ON SUBSIDY FOR FUTURt MISTRATIONS
II

;

Classifidation
Number of
Responsis

2

s

s

1
2

Percent of
Total

Yes

NO .

.Uncertain
No Answer

.

17

182

2
8'

1

f

1

1

1

3

1

8z 13

87.08
0.96

3.83

.. TOTALS 20.9

f

1
1

;

100.00

,Degree Status and Field of ntiov

in answer to a series of questions identifying degree status and major

field in which degrees are held, as well as future degree goals and major

fields, .the findings of a high level of educational background were consistent

with the designation of the program as Graduate Professional Improvement in

the fields of Agriculture.

79090X hold bachelor's degrees among the respondents to the end-of-the-

course evaluation; more than 11%, in addition to the bachelor's degree hold

the master's degree., Two participants hold doctor of philosophy deerees.

The major background fields include agriculture, education, agricultural

education, home economics and home economics education.

The description of degrees held and major fields of concentration are

shoym In Table tit and Table ly following:

TABLE Olt

HIGHEST DEGREE HELD -.

.

Classification
-Num ber of.

ReS..nsei

m............

Percent of.

Total '
, .

..._ ,._ , . .

Ho Degree -

DAhelor Degree, but less than Master
0-0.teris -Degree ,- .

- - -,4-(:, ... , , .

miaster,t,ugree, but less than .Doctorate
.1.,.,--, -_, ,

_woo- ,
No Answer

13

1-67 .

22
2

-..

3

.

6:,22

..
19.99

.:,

10;52

0:96,-

r 44
:7::.---AVTALS:,-- 20

Ai......i..4.,.....MOM
.
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TABLE IV

FOR FIELD OF CONCENTRATION

Classification

-10-

Res oases ! Total.

Npart7-7-7;77717-,71

Education.-

Agricultural Education
Aibme Economics Education
iiilome.Econcmics

Other
No Answer

6.22
17.70

24.88

35.89
3.35
9.09
2.87

Nutrition, etc.:

TOTALS

Graduate Status and DILE Fields:

More than 46% of the participants indicated an interest in graduate

degrees; 38.28% specifically said they were not interested in graduate degrees,

All those who indicated that they have applied for admission to the

Graduat School also indicated that they had been admitted. This included

18.66%. The fields identified as those of the graduate degree goals largely

duplicate the fields of the undergraduate degrees. These include education,

agriculture, agricultural education, and home economics education.

The frequencies and respective proportions describing degree status and

major fields,.and degree goals and major fields are shown. in Tables V, VI,

VII; and V111 following, The proportion indicating graduate fields of major

include those holding graduate degrees as well as the number currently working

"Aon degrees.

TABLE !

Classification

INTERW Jiki GRADUATE DEGREES

Number of : Percent of
ReS'onses * Total

Yes

"-4.gii$046tt'

-

,

TOTALS mm471-

97
80'

24
8

109

a-
s

I
3

4,...,4,, ti Wry

46,41

38,2&
11648

3.83

100.00
7

I



TABLE VI

APPLICATION FOR ADMI:JSION TO GRADUATE SCHOOL

Classification _
Number of
Responses

1

!

Percent of
Total

-Yes

.No

No Answer

.

, ,

.

39-

.61
1.61

9

:

- 1
i

i

$

18 .66

77.03

k.31

I

4........M.M..MI

TOTALS 209
i
11 100.00

TABLE VII

............

ADIUTTED TO THE GRADUATE SCHOOL 1

Classification
Number of Percept of
Responses Total

Yes
No
No Answer

39
141

29

18.66
67.48
13.88

TOTALS

.............

209 -
a

100.00

TABLE VIII

FtELD OF CONCENTRATION OF GRADUATE DEGREE WORK

Classification
Number of

t Res..nses
1v Percent of
f Total

Education 10 4.78
Agriculture 9 4131
Agricultural Education 22 10.53
Home Economics Education 8 3.83
Other Areas 8 3483
No An4WPr 152. 72.72 .

rbromMr

.

.

TOTALS 209 100.00

Importance of Credit Availability:

'Almost 50%; of the r6gistrations were for degree credit. Certificate

4i&fif ie-ids-the'gbal Of111415%:' $1:11ghtly mite' than twenty-two percent, '2241%,
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Credit, however, was not a necessary condition for future registrations.

In response to specific questions, 63.65% indicated they would register for

courses relevant to professional educational needs even if they carried no

cregree credit. Less than 254 answered that they would not register for

rim-degree credit courses. Nine percent, 9.09%, indicated they were uncertain.

in affirmatIon of the willingness to register fc,.r non-degree credit courses,

66.99 said they would register for certificate credit courses, and 15.31°%

said they would not. Almost 13% said they were uncertain.

The same proportion, 1.91%, in response to each of these questions,

indicated they would register for non-credit courses but preferred credit.

The responsps to the three questions about credit are as follows in

Tables IX, X, and XI.

TABLE iX

CURRENT CREDIT REGISTRATION

Classification
'Number of Percent of

Total...................jiesponses

Degree Credit
Certificate Credit
No Credit
No Answer

103

58
46
2

49.28

27.75
22.01

0.96

TOTALS 209 100.00

TABLE X

FUTURE REGISTRATION IN "NON-DEGREE CREDIT"

RELEVANT TO EDUCATIONAL NE
COURSES WHICH ARE
DS

Classification
Number of
Res onses

Percent of

Total

r

Yes
No
Uncertain
Yo, but pfefer.credlt
No Answer

133
49
19
4
4

63.65
23.44
9.09
1.91

1.91
-

...................

TOTALS 209 = 100.00



TABLE XI

..

FUTURE REGISTRATION iff "CERTIRCATE CREDIT ONLY" COURSES
. WHICH ARE RELEVANT TO EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

.

Classification
Number of
Res nses

i
:

Percent of
Total

1

-Yes .

.
.

,No -

Uncertain
Yes, but prefer credit
lb Answer

- 140
32
27
4
6

i

:
:

t
i

I
1

1

A

I

S

66.99
15.31,

12.92

1091
2.87

.,......-
. TOTAL 209

A

i 100.00
..

. .

Time of Year and Time of ay Preferred:

The courses in this program were offered in each of the quarters during

the academic year. Responsibilities for agricultural workers in some fields

vary with the seasons. The questions -asked to assess time of year and time

of day preferences were the following: 1) "Which time period do you prefer?",

and 2) "Which time- of day do you prefer?".

It does not appear that any one time of the year is clearly preferred

over the others. The largest proportion, 30.62%, express no preference. The

Fall is generally preferred over other times by 23.92%, and in combination with

other times of the year by 18.1814). Winter is indicated as the preference by

15.30X, and ire combination with other periods by 9.58%.

The evening is the prime time of the day for courses as indicated by

81082%ofithe respondents.

:The frequencies and proportions of the responses on time of year and

time Of day preferenCes are shown in Tables XII and XII! -following.
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TABL# XII

WIE PERIOD 0F THE 'ERR PREFRRRED
11

1.0....... o. l' Perdent of

xa

Ii

Res onses !,......lataL......1,Immuormaa.........~s.v.rwmawarrev.s.arwlvoa....:

Omer'
32

5

i

nt

:
i
1

23.92
1-5.30

IIFail 50

I

Fail. end Minter

1

17
g,1

9

s

4.31 i

6.22 ii

11

8
c
1

3.35
I

Sprina
Sumer. .

I

7. 1

11 Mo Preference
,

30.62

ii

I'
Fall, Winter and Spring
Fall and Summer
Fall and Spring

I

.10

1

i
s

4.78
0,48

I Pali, Spripg and Summer
Fail Winter and Summer

i 5
1
t 2,39 I

0.48
.1.4.intev' and Soring. 3

3
1.44

Winter and Simmer 1 2 0.96

go Answer
A =

I 2
1

2 040
0.96

I

Aprtng and Simmer

I

TOTALS 209 I 100.00

4.....1..7.1twIr.304

TABLE X111

__ ........._.

TIME OF DAY FREFERRED

Classification

.

1 Humber of

t Responses

! Percent of
Total

*Morning

-Afternoon
'Evening
Na Answer .

8
23

171

7

i

i
!

i

1

at

3.83
11.00
81.82

, 3.35

1

TOTALS. 209

.

i
.

'100;00
,....-6............. .

tr'avel:DIStance Factors:
0111Wr:Maa,0,111-:,101W0.00.1MM tacrawsitmonsalear

,

The 4raduate Professional 1,thproVement program was Pl anned as an off

prqgqdr} courses .sphpcittle.d. in . var I e_ty of coirmunities throughout

,i)04.204- for, "the- ..:5-thderkts,

, ' 5

iitot*ircos tOvelo# to.Att4r$4,40,0 'week .s w,e , l 40 tfo ,distancps

ingn4is .ttiavil,

-

ltture: 'Offthtt. itip,goirket,



.for continetn9 educit46114 Although-tIe:dfstence traveled ote way by the

-larvst pr*rOon is zero to ten miles 22.4%, this proportion is almost

aatChed by 22.01% who travel 31 to 50 miles. Approximately 15% travel 51 to

75 Mites, am almost la travel over 76 miles. Car poolikere formed, and

:Tt'pertti ampha512e the fruitful discuss Ions this made possible,

The WIIIngness to make commitments to travel in the future affirms the

fact that the distance factor is not prohibitive for off-campus courses for

Nislq ylough areas to draw sufficient numbixs of students. in response to

the question asking what the maximum number of miles the student would travel,

the parailel to the actual miles traveled is ind;zated More than 307, indFcated

a millIngness to travel "up to 50 miles"; approximateiy 25% "up to 75 miles".

Some hardy respondents, 11.9e%, said "over 76 miles". The frequencies and

jproportIons of the responses on -travel distance ,Qctost-, are show? :n Tables

XIV and XV foilowin:

TABLE XIV

1110,0111MM1111411.,-stroOrtilm-

_ .

. . _

NUMBER OF MILES TRAVELED TO COURSE *
.

.

C/assification

. . ..

Mumberofillercent of
, Res onses s Total

0 to 10-miles
WU 20 miles

leS21 to '3Q mi

net''

5L to 75 Miles
'0t( r 76'itit1 tis--

JWAnswer-
. . . "

' A1411

7-,

_

47
2
29
46
31

24

7

1

a

$

s

s

i
1
4

1

1
1

1
1

t

22.49
11.96

13.88
, 22.01

14.83

11.48

3.35

TOM -
209- 4

1'7
10040
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MAXIMUM NUMBER-OF MILES WILLING TO TRAVEL FOR COURSE*
4,, r -.11Om." 111611' 1;:~1211/- I'. "Re>AM

ClassiftCatton
,,,,. -, .-,,,-

Number of Percent of
Res..nses Total

i,

,

lJp to TO mfle.q
-UV to it ifilit

.

UP to 30 miles
up: to so mi lei

Up,t645-mlies
owe 16-041b-s-
-Uncertain

No Answer

10

13

25
64
51
25

.15 .
J

6 =

.

4.78
6.22
11.96
30.63
24..40

r 11.96
7.0
2.87

._
-TOTALS- 209 i 100.00

. . .

Three open-ended questions gave the participants an opportunity to make

-comments about their expectations of the program, the extent to which their

expeCtations were fulfilled and the form of most preferred professional

Improvement opportunities. By inspection of individual questionnaire returns,

it was possible to order the responses Into the categories used in the follow-

ing summary. This was done on emit hoc basis.

The first of the opene.ended questions was: "Summarize what your

'expectations of the course were when you registered, partieularly how it

'Would relate to your prOfestIonarifeveiCipment.".

.

Although atMott half.of thestudenti were registeredfor graduate credit,

is Interesting to nt4e that the expectations most frequently described.

='were: "practiaat immediate relevance to, job" by 43.5% and "up-dated on

:4040 research" Oy't7,t7t.The praportioni.OvingworkIng toward degrees

jii
.

i is etasfclon were 2.3 as toward graduate degree", and

,

4t4 4140 -lot -Detailed specific -1!eterer.ACes iiicourse
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content were categorized under the heading "expectations based on course

title and description", and included 17.22% of the responses. Other responses

-17-

ihdluded "expectations not met" by 2,87%, and 'meet incentive plan requirements"

by 1.44%. The responses, respective frequencies and proportions are shown

in Table XVI below.

TABLE XVI

_
. '..--....................AL

REGISTRANTS'SUMMARY OF COURSE EXPECTATIONS

Classification
. .

NUMber of
Res

'1'. PerCent of

' Total
T. . .

Practical -- immedt ate,relevance to job
Up- ;datedOated op current research
Work ,toward Bachelor Degree
Work toward Graduate Degree
Academic u,- something new infield different

from own .

Expectations based on course title and
description

Meet incentive plan requirements
Expectations not met
No Answer

91

57
6
5

1

36
3
6
4,

g

1

5

i

!

;

s

1

1

4
1

2
I

1

t

1
i

#

1

1

43.54
27.28
2.87

2.39

.

0.48
.

17.22

1.44
2.87
1.91

TOTALS
.

209 i
1

1

100.00

. .

,

The. second open-ended question was: "Considering your expectations

summarized in the preceding answer, evaluate your actual experience in

the course.". The responses to this question,. particularly, constitute the

student's evaluation of the program. For the largest group, 33.016, the

answer's are summarized...by, "assignments useful, materials available, course

had, job relevance, godd instructor. ". pproximately another 26 said, .

"assignments useful, materialavailable,-good-instructor.". If to the above

aieadded the 10.65% who said "assignMents were useful",.1.9124 "materials

vitie4irattate0,-4478%;-'scdufte-teiektant to my job", 4.78%, "good

iiagiitictor", the concruilbn is that for the itajortty, the reaCtiOn to the

cOrses In thiS-prOgram'is a positive one. .!or the others,,the experience
1.

was :nollop4 fOr several reasons identiffed as !'assignments were not useful",
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nuatertals_mara,,tot imitable "course_was too .abstract" "course too.

:_clifficute, and "notenaugh time :to study with, full.tIme job". Less than

(0.96%) said 'finstructor was nat adequrte". The details of the responses

to the second open-ended question are shown In Table XVI! below.

TABLE XVil. .

swirl rya

ACTUAL EXPERIENCE FROM COURSE

Classification

Assignments were useful
Materials were available
Course was relevant to my job
Good i nstructor

Assignments useful, materials aVailabie,
Good Instructor

Assignments useful, materials available,
Course had job relevance, Good Instructor

Assignments useful, materials not available,
Good Instructor

Materials available - too di-if-ICU-it

Assignments were not useful
Materials were not available
Course too abstract
course too difficult, not enough time '40

study with a full time job
instructor was not adequate
Course relevant to job but too difficulii
Materials were not available, too abstract

and too difficult
No Answer

TOTALS

tiesiber of

Res oases
3

21 10.05
4 1.91

10 4.78
10 r

s 4.78

4i 19.63

3

69 33.01

12
0

2.87
0.48

3 1.44

10 4.78

S

5 2.39
2

7

a

3

2
3

0.96
6

0

2.87

209 100.00

5.74

The third open-ended question was: 'that method for professional

filiproVimerit do you prefer?". _The majority,.54.5n, indicated the preference

r "off-d6 M00 'graduate level courses like one just completed". A substantial

2149% expressed a-preference'for "short, intensive, non- credit, courses ",

;0
c b*-

-

r tp this question were somewnac am tguous as shown in Table XVII!

On Wila. ,P060

A

.1
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AETliODS.FOR.PROFESSMAL INPROVEMENT PREFERRED I--_-,
tlasSification

um sr of
Res fnses

2'Percent of
5

° Total

Off-campuS Graduate level courses
jUSV'terlIOTe"00--.%.: 7 :' ''

Short, intenseve, non-credit courses
Field: WorkeTiactice -- :.- - . ,:
Summer Sessions . . .

Release,lrom-tork-fOr-Course wOrk: .

_Want to be taught without "teaching .self"
Uncertain or other _ .- _

No Answer

''

.

1

I. 1 i 4

47
,/

8
2

'J

24

I5

;
t

a
a
5

a
"!

i

5

.;
.

3
5

5

I

54t55
22.48-
'0.48

.:3.83

0.96

. 4.78
11.48

.................. .

TOTALS_
.

. -

.

209

. -

100.00

.......... ,.............._ .

Review of the discpssionAn this part of the report-indicates some

variety of experiences and evaluation of tee Graduate Professional Improvement

program among the students. The variation among students in terms of back-

ground, professional position and ability might be explanations for these

dffferences. Nevertheless, it is clear that for most of the students the

Gfaduate Professional Improvement program ;:ade possible continued professional

development, and for a,number among these, the program made possible continued

work, towards graduate degree goals.

Part-Three: The End of Course Evaluation by the Faculty
11.1.1111.1 MOW.

Al_though_it is recognized that to combine perceptive and objective

Measures ,of fac4ty experiences in a variod,program of this kind is complex,

arLeffort Imps made to,,,obtaip faculty evaluation, A suggested guide (See
._

fg1,41b.l4,3 in Appendix "B) was distributed to instructors in the Graduate
'',±

impiNmement,program at the beninning.a14 agaim at the eA.11 of
w.,,,,-e.,,i,,;:,_,-, _ ,,,1---- T,l-..---,,,v-,-.-e:.i.:,--m*---,=. -- ----,, ,.' ;1-- -

-

-;:'" '- . ,, , . ,', '.7" er,:,-,:' k , =,,,-...,13' %.1 ' ' i ,r, ' ''147, ..:, .. 1 ' ' ..

'4041:444r°7 WI't" 0---Feffifiest,tor tne-tectu y eve.uet)pn. From the guide
.-, ...,...

-..-.--;,;--_,,-,, ,,..:-..,,,,,.,,",_,,..,..., . ,.- ":.- ,- _- _ ,

.
, .

'41fsirktfiat4!i'r..;,tigc,4ttt ,lio'' tilita that -tamnioiir 4 i.00: i.ittotte.'irt4 Siiiddiii
, ,--iL

--
6ahfeiiMpnt ln addition, as a complement to the

, =

a 1'
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Weii-eilded-qUdsttfins aka in-the St :Went end.-of-the*course evaluation

*e,A1Stiontietret the facatli-WaS asked to comment on relevance of course to

needs, of students filet profess ional development; on concurrence or

disparity been students expectatiofts and actual experience in course; on

concurrence or disparity .between the faculty expectations and actual experience

in the course; and on on-campus -- off-campbs differences if there were any.

the Graduate Professional Improvement program consisteo 12 graduate

levet credit 'Courses Ond one undergraduate credit home economics course);

2 certificate credit courses; and 10 short courses. Evaluation responses

-froM the faculty were received for 10 graduate' credit courses, 1 certificate

credit course, and one short course.

.It will be useful in the discussion which follows to note that the

Graduate Pmfessidnal ImproveMent program courses fall into four broad subject

matter areas: 1) Agriculture and Agricultural Education, 2) Home Economics

and Home Economics Education, 3) Communication, and 4) Sociology.

Attendance:

On attendance, the reports were excellent for 4 courses; good for 6

courses; and fair for one.course. The*reported attendance in the short

'course varied substantially among the three meetings.

Participation:

00.0articipation, the evaluations were excellent for 8 courses,.fair

401 courses, More significant than `these frequencies are the comments

*We'llif the fatuity about participation. Examples of the "excellent" comments

e those;

-flitaefed:backgrivil4 and intense desire to 'know' apparently
,c0abitied -.to .meske- the 'students, contribute.",

_ .

iota Invoiventent, In learning of a group of adults_ highly motivated
- .

is
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an bringing to th- classroom professional experience, is supported by another

report which adds that the student participation was ccnsiderably greater than

in comparable on-campus courses. The faculty. member. says:

. "Most of the stu'ents have exprience or knowledge of
problems of the area. These problems were brought out and
discussed thoroughly in the course.".

As indicated, participation was not rated consistently at a high level

in all the courses. The negative ratings were less frequently accompanied

by detailed comments. Therefore, the following quotation from one of the

less favorable ratings of participation, in a certificate credit course meeting

for four consecutive hours one day per week for,:ten weeks, seems particularly

interesting.

"....-i but these were professional people, and they probably
were a little hesitant to show their ignorance by asking
questions.. I thought this was easily overcome by proper
instructions where questions and comments were invited rather
than continutng to lecture if questions were not forthcoming."

By contrast, the report on participation in the short course was very

positive. The instructor reports:

"The student participation appeared to be excellent and
without except ors, every speaker was bombarded with questions,
that led to some very fine discussion.".

Achievement:

Student achievement, evaluated with particular emphasis on the measure

of graduate level performance, also receives varying ratings from the faculty.

In five courses work of all students was rated at-graduate level. Work at

either extreme very good and very poor is reported in two courses. In

two courses work was not considered of graduate quality.

Relevance of Course for Student Needs:
s g r' s 1 IMMO 106200~M woman. mowmpwararar wamspmusr

To, some egten,t there is a .paral lel between ,facUlty evaluation and students'

,irasponse,s_ !tor the open4ended questions in the. :en&of-the-course evai uat ion .

_ This wAS-tiie case,: in reports from the faculty on the relevance of the course

J a
re, ,

..,t_
f-

,i .... «,-...'
...!=1..
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to the apparent needs of the students. The needs perceived by the faculty are

identical with .the expectations identified by the students -- that is practical

end technical informa'aion whether in the fields of plant disease control, weed

control, curriculum planning in vocational agriculture education, home economics

education, or communication. Generally, the faculty judgment is.that the needs

of the students were met, and the explanation how these needs were met has

important implications for adult learning as shown in the next paragraph.

Concurrence or Disparity Between Students'Expectations and Experiences:

Very closely'related to the question of students' needs is that about

the concurrence or disparity between students' expectations and actual

experiences in the course. The faculty characterized the courses as emphasizing

the theoretical, the general principles in the respective fields, and as noted

the students' expectations and perceived needs were for the practical and

technical. In spite of this difference between faculty and students to begin

with, the general consensus is expressed by faculty and students that needs

and expectations were met. This is perhaps best explained by the conclusion

reported by some of the faculty that vigorous discussion, pursued by highly

motivated students operating within a practically oriented individual frame

of reference, made applicable the theory and general principles to the practical

needs and expectations of students. Where the students in a class consisted

of clearly identified sub-groups with different interests and expectations,

the relationship between expectation and experience might vary among the

groups. An example of this situation would be the Home Economics Courses

in which three distinct groups were identified: supervisory and classroom

teachers whose needs and expectations were clearly fulfilled; homemakers

preparing to return to the classroom:whose needs.were not yet clearly focussed

andtherefore not so clearly and specifically net by the course; and extension

agents devellvin9 materials, for.programplanning which depend won testing

in '-the field low -final evaluat ion.
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On the other hand, the communkations course is organized to utilize

the differences among the students. The instructor assesses the interests

and needs of students at the first class meeting, and the course work is

then based on this assessment. A group of adult students with articulated

communications needs comprised a unique and educationally fruitful situation

in the judgment of the instructor.

Concurrence or !aut. ty Between favatz katstAusuLs and kerience:

The faculties{ report on the concurrence or disparity between its

expectations and actual experience in the course parallel the evaluations

reported above. The responses range from "exceeded expectations", to

"dissatisfaction with students' perfbrimme". The positive evaluations of

the experience included comments on the fact that these off-campus students

were more verbal and related class work to immediate working needs. One

faculty member added:

"I was 'stretched' to new concepts and forced to critically
re-examine old ones -- a most stimulating experience.".

in two courses, the faculty expressed disappointment and dissatisfaction.

The evaluations were positive in nine courses.

Comparison of On-Campus with Off - Campus Courses:

The comparison of on-campus with the off-campus experience is generally

limited to those courses offered in both settings, One faculty member, however,

anticipates probable differences, since he had not taught the course on campus.

The most frequently noted difference is the lack of library facilities,

and a variety of measures were taken to compensate for this lack. Several

instructors brought Libirary materials. to the class meetings. Another reported

bringing_materials from his personal library. In some cases, fewer resource

mater l al s were,esstga04 in the off-campms course6,



Another ladk-Th the e-off-caniput courses was that of the labotatoty

-avant-bid- bit-carpus: in the 'Herne 'Etoriomict "courses and the Mechanical

A§riculture*courses th- high school cooking and shop rooms provided the

laboratory needs.- Access to the field in season was not available, a need

filled by on#campus greenhouses.

The problem of finding time for individual student conferences in

off-campus classes is noted by one faculty member. Using hours after

class meeting when class meets during the evening adds a heavy additional

obligation to the faculty responsibility.

Differences in off-campus -- on-campus achievement are tied to the

problem of study time for the student with a full-time job where achievement

is rated as inferior in the off-campus course. Where achievement was rated

as high and of graduate calibre, credit is given to the high verbal skill,

high motivation, and advantage of professional experience brought into the

classroom as an aid to appreciating relevance of material.

Some faculty members report that the adult student in off-campus

classes tends to be of very high ability or very low. There seems to be a

lack of the middle-ability student in contrast to the on-campus population.

As part of the evaluation, the faculty was asked to identify essential

material which might be used for evaluation in an exma facto design testing

information on retention as well as relevance to professional vocational needs.

This request was made with great diffidence, since testing retention over a

period of time of meaningful materials is as complex a problem as knowing

the dimensions of retention is important. At least two faculty members

provided some materials in response to this request. As the Graduate Profession -

al Improvement program develops, it is hoped that the question of comparison

of learning and retention in the context of on-campus -- off-campus courses

can be pursued.

It would seem that using a common guideline for faculty evaluation in

Program made up of varied courses yields some comparable responses among
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a faculty group. In addition, combining students' responses on evaluation

with the faculty responses on evaluation of common course experience

produces relevant and fruitful information.

Part Four: The Rudaysts of the haLisammaL Professional

Agritulture and agri-business are important elements of the economy in

the state of Minnesota. Limiting the count to those units which employ eight

or more agricultural professionals, there are more than 1,500 employers which

fall into this classification in the states A Graduate Professional Improve-

ment program for agricultural professionals should have some consequence for

the employers of those professions, and therefore the evaluation of the

Graduate Professional improvement program included a survey of the employers

of the participating students. The employers covered, however, were not

fairly representative of agri-business and agricultural industries because

ofwthe high number of teachers in the program. In addition, a number of

the students were agricultural agents, employees of Cooperative Extension

of the Unt.iversity of Minnesota and consequently the ootential number of

employers for the survey was reduce =d.

The questionnaire. (See Exhibit 4 in Appendix "A".) used for this third

phase of the program evaluation, was written for this purpose. The questionnaire

was written to elicit information about the employers; perceived needs for an

Agricultural Graduate Professional improvement program, to assess judgment

about the responsibility for professional improvement; to assess the Wiling-

tom of industry to .support such a program financially and otherwise; and

to give:the employers an opportunity to make comments on this subject.

This -portion- of -the-evaluation was limited; to the employers of the

;Students .regi:itir'04, ,the-.Gi'aduit_e: Prof-6016nel- imprOvement progratn during

oti. 1904966 academic year Io degree and certificate courses, names being

taken, from the stis4002tIregittration faiins. This list included 113 employers.

itegponset were recelvad-4e ixit 8 inciuding 7I educational institutions, 7

S.
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:bus. Aeaiii Ah A4ri&ittOra4.

the pretigr4c*ance of educational tnstitgtions reflects the large number

of home-etonomtmand_shop.teachers,particIpating in the program. Where the

4

tblversityof Minnesota AZooperetive Extension] was the employer, no response

was PotiC.4ed. n4-4 cif, the school. superintendents returned unanswered

questionnaires with the comment that the.. referred to employee, home economics

teacher4 was not an. agricultural professicmal.

Size of pititution:

Since such a :large number of employers were district superintendents,

employing only one or at the most two agricultural professionals, more than half,

54.22%, of the employers fall into the category of employing one; 22.89% employ
,

two. Only three, or 3.611 employed eight or more agricultural professionals.

it is clear, therefore from the summary of the responses to the question:

"Haw many agricultural professionals do you employ?", that this survey of

employers does not cover a representative or even a typical sampling of the

field. The details on this question are shown in Table XIX below.

TABLE XIX

_

,
SIZE OF INSTITUTION

Classification

. .

Number Of
Res..nses

Percent of
Total

. .

.

.

0Ae

. .

Three '

For-

lieitc:
. tjght ,oriltiore

NO _A65w4r. ,

,

,

.

,

_45
19

5
2-
1

:3
3

.5

.

54.22
22.89

0:02
ti,41.:
1.20

3.61
3:4
6.02

-4= ' '--:.* 101AL
.

_ --, 11 i
$ : 190: 00

11

,
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Two guestiom *re.askedA0.4450,0 tX1PIPYerss_j0.9111414.of-adequecy of

*atOng of_Oeearicultoral-professlonal. 1n;ans)ver to the question: "Ate

the professionals you employ ade-cAtately trained at the time of employment?",

79.52% of the.employers_say "yes "; 15,06% say "no", and 4.82% do not answer.

Twenty percent of the employers identify the areas which they see as

deficient in answer to the question: "If your answer is 'no' to the preceding

question, what areas of training do you see as deficient?". "Professional

development" is the answer given most frequently, either alone, or in combin-

ation with administration and communication. The frequencies and proportions

to these two questions are as follows:

PROFESSIONAL ADEQUATELY TRAINED

Classification Number of

Res..nses
1
I

s

Percent of
Total

Yes .

No

No Answer

66
13

4

i
1

s
1
e
i

79.52
15.66
4.82

TOTALS 83
...........................

' 100.00.

.................----,

DEFICIENT AREAS OF TRAINING

Classification Number of
Responses

Percent of
Total

,

--- Professional neve loinrient.
Fields of ,Airit0-.1tyre.
tiiinmiglicat ion

i'eileofeSirniit 'Development and Admi-nisgration,
:4110e6104100110,14VPqnt nd 4mMtglitaitOn
00,054100arDOVOtopMent, AdMInIttration and

----(00004600n
::0 -scut tute :Professional Development,'

- .1.' .tfgiatin---and itat1on
,

6 ,
2

3..
1

1

2

2
66

7.23
2.41
3.61
1.2Q,.
1.20

*2.44

2.41,

79.52
_, ,....iii,o.r. ..... .

. _
TA Ls 83, i .-'100.00,.,

, .,

>" :66"e"1,;, '5, , "
' e
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rml zga .E'et.smtijiLn of Need for and Identification of Area of yralnisq:111 011.
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Although the- oVerShelMing- inajori ty of .employers cons i der the agricultural

-tircOpsional .adequately trained at the iime of employment, 95.18% say "yes' l to

OP question: "Do you think there is a need tor continuing professional train-

ice: the agricultural specialist?". The areas named'in which continuing

professional development is needed are agricultural, 34097%; and agriculture

in combination with education, 9,64 %; in coMo,tnation with business and industrial,

9.614. It would seem from these answers that employers per.eive professional

deVelopment in agricultural fields as the most important need. Emphasis on

education (curriculum and Instruction) -- 19.28%, reflects the large number

of school superintendents. Approximately 20% did not answer this question.

The response to the two questions on sed for professional improvement and

Ilkidentification of areas are shown in is XXII and XXIII.

4
7.,

TABLE XX11%,

7

NEED FOR PROFESSIONAL TIAMING

Classification
Number of Percent of
Res,onses Total

Yes
No
No Answer

. .

79
0
4

'95.18
0.00
4.82

..

TOTALS 83 100.00
_ .

TABLE XXIII

.....,........... ..........
= AREA OF ;ADDITIONAL PROFESSIONAL TRAINING NEED .- .

1:- .,

.Claiolf itation
.Number of
b ssises

. Percent of
Total-

1

i

_tieAtT.On, IcUreittittin' -and- 'In4truct-loiri
iiigh0A4i#1:1-44u4tetal ---..it. ' -r4i.-k: :.-=*,:l -.

40* 'as d:- : 1711.114100.:.- ..- - ,

5= .pgtf;--27it-ii ti -trAti, _4;00 Agrsicult.ttrat
--,1

.....:.

-16
6

- 29r-
8

:.,e
16

19.28
7.23

.34.--94
9.64'Alt

19.28-

. TOTAL_ . _

83

..

100.00
. ...,..., ,.. _ .
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In some fields continuing professional education has a long, well-establish-

ed tradition. The assumed responsibility is that of the individual in the

mgdic0 and health fields; more often that of the employer in the science and

technology fields. Education has a historical tradition of professional
.....

improvement with the responsibility carried by the individual. In the student

end-of-the-course evaluation, it was clear that the employer support in the

form of subsidy was the experience of the minority, as was the expectation of

the employer subsidy in the future. The employers' response to this question

clearly affirms that among this group of employers 86.76X think that the primary

responsibility for professional improvement rests on the individual employee.

Only 1.20% of the employers think that the primary responsibility for professional

improvement is that of the employer. Nevertheless, a substantial proportion,

42,17%, rank the employers' responsibility as second; 21.67% rank it as third;

and in *creasing proportions as the ranking order decreases.

From the responses of the students in the preceding section less than 5%

received a subsidy in the form of full tuition, almost ft received part tuition;

The responses of the employers endorsing responsibility for professional improve-

ment might be interpreted as favorable for the future development of these

programs.

Although the ranking for the University as primarily responsible for

professional development is endorsed by 7.23%, a substantial number of employers

rank the University responsibility as second, 32.53%, and as third, 26.51%.

Professional Organizations are also seen as carrying some responsibility for

professional improvement of their members by the employers, although the

res' ntibility is not seen, as-`that of the professional organization as a

-first or second choice, but 34.94, indicate this as the third choice and

28..92% asithejOurthcholice.

11, 104

r.
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Government arg,,raiiiced. by the 'largest prOportion, 56.63%,

in Ordqr-Pf TesPonsibility for -professional development of agricultural

pkofessionais.
=v.

AtewoigaRizations are specified in the "other" choice as carrying

some responsibility for professional improvement of agricultural profess-

i.

ionals. These are Area Vocational Schools, Farm Groups, Certification Agencies,

and County Agents, The frequencies and respective pr6portions of, the responses

to this question are as follows:

TABLE XXIV

PROFESSIONAL IMPROVEMENT AS INDIVIDUALS' RESPONSIBILITY

Classification
i Number of 1 Percent of

Re10,02.51.......1.172191

$ 86.7672
1

$

5 1 6.02
a

I 1 1.20
$ - 6.025
$$
$

First Choice
Second Choice
Third Choice
NovAnswer

.

TOTALS

_
83 11 100.00*

..........,........

TABLE XXV

PROFESSIONAL IMPROVEMENT AS EMPLOYERS' RESPONSIBILITY

Classification
Number of
Re ..nses

Percent of
Total

; First Choice
Second Choice
Third -Choice

Fou'rth Choice,

'Fifth Choice-

Si'ktit Choice.

No Answer . ,

,

1

35
18

13

6
2
8.

1.20

42.17
21.69
15.66
7.23

2.144-

9.64

.
. ,

TOTALS 83.......--10040"
.....,A

}

1.:311.1.41.8111elhav_...milliMIMM.PO.MlillIM11011111MAMIeMMIMMIfty

At:
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,
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TABLE XXVJ

OMMOMPIWilli ..
ti,""-:'"'"-.'"

PROFESSIONAL INPROWNT AS winftRsiTy RESPONSIBILITY

ClassificatiOn v,,

'.

umber of
Res..nses

1

1

Percent of
Total.- .

#4-r&t Cho!cP.
Second *ace
Plit0 Choice

.

Fourth Choice
Fifth Choice

.

No Answer

6

'AP
22
18

3

7

1

1
1

i
i

1

I

1
1

1
s
i
I

1

7,23
32.53-

26.51
21.6:2

3.61
8.43

.

'µ TOTALS 83 '

1
1 100.00

.................................... .

TABLE XXVII

................................ .

PROFESSIONAL IMPROVEMENT AS RESPONSIBILITY OF
PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATION

Classification Number of
Res..nses

Percent of
Total

First Choice
Second Choice
Third,,Choice.

Fourth Choice
Fifth Choice
Sixth Choice
No Answer

.

.

1

8
29
24
10

3
8

1.20

9.64
34.94
28.92
12.05

3.61

9.64

.

TOTALS 83 100.00

TABLE XXVIII

- . ,
.

.

PROFESSIONAL IMPROVEMENT AS RESPONSIBILITY OF
GOVERNMENT, AGENCIES

.

Classification
Number of 1 Percent of
les onses 1 Total

,---TtritthoiCe,.
-Second Choicd
Third .Choice

:Itgge
i. 4.

41XtV lee

::14e-r

i
k Ans.fri§r '-i--e.

.._
i. ::

.

.
.

. .

0
. 1

5
14

47
2
14

.

0:00
1.20
6.02
16.87
56.63-

2.41

10.81

,,

.....w

,IplAa, 83 . 1 , 300.00,
1
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_.. . _ . .........
:.pgotosioNAL-114PROVEMIT,T AS RESPONSIBILITY OF

"-..',`7-- ':::,-:-- -0THER-Ameat-

-at§ifization-- .

Number of Percent of
es nses Total

Fi:Ott-St ,

:Second Choice

ihird-Chotce
FoUrth Choice

-Siiith:Civotte

No Answer
.,--

.........1.....

0
i

0.00
I 1.20
1 1.20
1 1.20

12 14.46
68 81.93

4.
TOTALS 83 100.00

-institutional InaService Training:

Relatively few of the companies or institutions covered by the employer

survey have in-service training for agricultural professionals. The response

to this question was 15.66% saying programs exist; 79.82X saying "no"; and

4.82. "no answer".

TABLE XXX

INSTITUTIONAL IN-SERVICE TRAINING

Classification
.

Number of
Res.nses

;

i

Percent of
TOIal

Yes.

No .

No Answer

.

13

66
4

g
1

1

1

1
1
t

15.66
79.82
4.82

. _

TOTALS 83

.

2
1 100000

4111112111 Attitudes on teasidx_of Professional ,Improvement:

tnOUcling a wide poseibilkty of employer support of employees' professional

61;,45 of tEie employers indicate that

their instjtu,tionS- have a pot -icy of supporting out-of-plant continuing education.

Approxipnatty 35% say "no" to the policy on support of the program. tiore than
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3.5% did not answer this question. The kinds of employer support listed are

varied. This includes time off, tuition support, credit to promotions and a

combination of these,

Approximately consistent with the proportions indicating "no company

subsidy" and "no answer" on subsidy questions,36.14% give "no answer" to the

question on kinds of subsidy. The details of the employers attitudes on

subsidy of employees' professional improvement are shown in Tables XXXI and

XXX11 below.

TABLE *XXXI

DISTRIBUTION OF COMPANIES SUPPORTING OUT-PLANT TRAINING

------Tumber OTT Percent of
. Responses! Total

'-''----r-.--- tr.

1 51 1 61.45
1 29 1 34.94

:

1
3.61

_

1

3 s

Classification

Yes
No

Yea Answer

...._.........

TOTALS
. 83 :

100.00
01.....R....MIl Kawslsna..ais_ 11,1211:r

TABLE XXXII

4.MMINICAMMAI4111M, 11111.

TYPES OF SUBSIDY FOR OUT-PLANT TRAINING

I Num5er of:
Classification

1 Responses:
Percent of
Total

Time Off
.

Tuition Support (Financial)
Credit to promotions
Other
Time Off and Tuition support
Time Off and Credit to promotions
Tuition Support and Credit to promotions

Time Off, Tuition, Promotion credit
No Answer

8 :

7 1
i

8
i
1

8
1
:

5 i
1

9 a
1

3 1
a

5 !

30 1

s

9.64
8:43

9.64
9.64
6.02
10.84
3.61

6.02
36.14

, TOTALS 83 1

1

100.00
. _

.
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Employers Preference for Credit Status of Course:

Employers were asked to rank from one to three the preference for degree

credit, certificate credit or non-credit courses. It is clear from the rank.

ing shown that most employers prefer degree credit, certificate credit and

non-credit courses in that order.

TABLE XXXIII

L

DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYERS' PREFERENCE FOR
DEGREE CREDIT COURSES

Class ificatiOn
percent of"
Total

62 74.70
10 12.05

1 3.6/
. 8 2 9.64

83 100.00

Number of
Res onses

First Choice
Second Choice
Third Choice
No Answer

TOTALS

TABLE )(XXIV

DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYERS' PREFERENCE FOR
CERTIFICATE CREDIT COURSES

1 Number of
s

Percent ofClassification
1 Res nses" ! Total

First Choice
Second Choice
Third Choice
No Answer

fiasamoramm61.
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DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYERS' PREFERENCE FOR
NOR-CREDIT COURSES

r

Classification
Number of a Percent of

1

Resasnses ' Total

First Cho ice 2 2.41
Second Choice 5 6.02
Third Choice 63 75.90
No Ansleer 13 15.67

TOTALS 83 s
f_

100.00

Although the employers covered in the survey were not representative of

the agri =business employers in the state, it would seem from the foregoing

that employers are interested in and support professional development

opportunities for their employees to the extent their institutional policies

permit.

Conclusion:

To attempt a final decision about the Graduate Professional Improvement

program on the basis of the survey summarized in these pages would seem

premature. Until a broader representation of employees and employers from

the agri-business field is reached, a program of this kind cannot have been

thoroughly tested. Whether the selective and relatively limited enrollment

is indicative of inadequate communication or lack of demand was not a question

raised within this evaluation.

However, on the basis of responses received (and described in this report)

from students, their employers, and the faculty, it may be reported that the

program successfully filled a need for the participants.
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APPENDIX A

LIST OF COURSES AND ENROLLMENTS

Fall ,Quarter 1965

Home Economics 160A Curriculum in Home Economics, 3 credits 27

Rhetoric 169

Soils Science-I19

Mechanical Agriculture
131

Plant Pathology 119

Agronomy 135f

Home Economics 160A

Home Economics 53

Sociology 162

Agricultural Economics
183

4echaniud Agrjculture
115

Home Economics 160A

Communications Problems and Processes,
3 credits 9

Intermediate Soils, 3 credits

Advance Methods for Teaching Agricultural
Mechanics, 3 credits

Short Courses

Winter darter 1966

13

14

58

Principles of Plant Disease Control,
3 credits

11

Weed Control, 3 credits 12

Curriculum in Home Economics, 3 credits If

Advanced Clothing, 3 credits 13

Rural Social Institutions, 3 credits 19

Farm Planning 12

Livestock Menagement, 3 certificate
credits

12

Short Courses 287

51:01111MICIEr 1966

Drainage and irrigation, 3 credits 15

Curricblum in Rome tebnomics, 3 credits 54

Short Courses 36
r.
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-gate- Zoiteer zap

ni:Or held* MinuitapOlis-Camptis- ; St Paul Extension Center.;

titinsdal0 u orris.; Rochester-.., Off-campus class (rime

.2.1WakrOgrstered 'for'Exteristiii classes during Fall, 1964-4 Winter and/or Spring, 1985-4 Ne#E2,

Otte; "(sped"

34have attendakthe Tjuiversitrof Minnesota previously as a student in Day classes; Evening

classes_.. ; Corrapendence coinies,.; Television College_._; Never attended befOre-

4. Education completed' (check highest level completed): Less than high school.--; high schooL..;

Years In-college-- L 23 Oinibre Bachelors degree; Beyond Bachebr's aegree-but less

than Master's degree_, Mater's degree_.; Beyond Master's degrc..e but less than Doctor's_.;

t!Cetci's 4treet-L-

-Edircatki ode than college or high school: Trade SchooL; Business School--; Nursing or

edicir Assistant (no college degree).--; Does not apply to me_.; Other (specify)

-6. If yu finished high sehobl big-did not go on to full-time college or university within two years,

please-indicate why: Financiarreasons; job-connected; Poor grades--; Marriage or family;
Military; Did not expect to.go to college_; Does not apply to me; Other (specify)

,==111114.'

If you ever attended college full-time and had to drop- out before completing a degree, why? Finan-

; Poor grades; Marriage or family; Military r at-

Qt11;r (specify) _
namal-an.alocation of colleges or universities, other than the University of

Cfy State

1
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not:0ply to Qthet fY)"

13. Number of Extension clues yorcarenow.ligistering for: one .14 two__; thrire__;.four-_; five--.
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_
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17. Marital status: Single_-; Married__; Widowed_-; Divorced--.

18. Age: Under 18.- 18-19.-; 2042-4 23-25.-; 2640; 31-35._.; 36-40_4 4140_4 51
And over---

-19: -Work status: Not working or looking for work._; Part-time-_-; Full-tirae_-; Retired

jeldkiine orArrimarroccupatiOn (check only one): Student--; Skilled technician--;' o!12--/clexicaL.-; Professing -(apecify)--
Militaiy;,llousewife-,-4 Other
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#910.41,4-$0.00
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APPENDIX B

Exhibit 2

STUDENT END-OFCOURSE EVALUATION

The professional Improvement program is in an experiemental stage. Your evaluation

of the program is important so that plans can be made to best fill your needs.
P ease answer the following questions and feel free to add any comments you wish

i the space at the end.

1. Name

2. Address

3. Name of employer

4. Address of employer

5. Title of position

=ilaIIIIIIM

.=6:19=10= AM111.11i.

6. What financial assistance did you get from your employer for the current

course registration? Full tuition ; part tuition ; time off ;

travel expense ; other (specifyr-

7. Does your registration for courses in the future depend on receiving

financial assistance? Yes No

8. What degree do you hold?

9. What was your major field?

10. Are you Interested in a graduate degree? Yes ; No

11. Have you applied for admission to the Graduate School? Yes ; No

12. Have you been admitted to the Graduate School? Yes ; No .

13. If you are working for a graduate degree, name field of major

14. Which professional improvement course have you just completed?

O

15. Did you register for: degree credit- ; certificate credit ;

no credit

16. If. in the future, courses relevant to your educational needs but carrying
no degree credit are available, would you register for them? Yes No .

17. If in the future, courses relevant to your educational needs but carrying
certificate credit only are available, would you register for them?

Yes ; No-

wmiloo.p.m.Jkl.4114440

r

I



Student End-of-Course Evaluation, page 2

18. Which time period do you prefer? rail ; Winter ; Spring ;

Summer ; No special preference

19. Which time of day do you prefer? Morning of ; Evening .

20. How many miles (one way) are you drlving.for current course registration?

21. What is the maximum number of miles you would drive for a course? .

22. Summarize what your expectations of the course were when you registered,
particularly .how it would relate to your professional development.

r

111111:11MMOOW

23. Considering your expectations summarized in preceding answer, evaluate
your actual experiences in the course. Comment especially on the use-
fulness of. assignments, availability of materials, and relevance of
course to your work.

411111.1

24. What method for professional improvement do you prefer?

ILIMIMINIONMIIIItOLOWASIMS011ft
111011111.11111W
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APPENDIX B

Exhibit 3

SCHEDULE FOR INSTRUCTORS
* to be used as Guide

for
End-of-Course Evaluation

Participation of the faculty is essential for the evaluation of the
Professional Improvement program. The evaluation includes a survey
of the "consumers" or employers of the professionals for whom the
program is planned and a survey of the participants, including edu
cational background, vocational experience, assessment of expectations
and post-course, evaluation of fulfillment of expectations. The third
aspect of the evaluation, involves the faculty, particularly with
regard to judgments comparing the off-campus and on-campus courses,
students and environmental situations. To this end, we solicit your
assistance in keeping careful records on the following:

Student attendance
Student participation
Student achievement.

In addition, please observe carefully and make notes regarding evidences
of:

- Relevance of course to apparent needs of students for
professional development,

- Concurrence or disparity between students' expectations
and actual experience with regard to the course,

- Concurrence or disparity between your expectations and
actual experience with regard to the course,

- Changes in assignments of class procedures between the
class taught on-campus and the same class taught off-
campus. (If this class is not available on-campus,
indicate what differences you think would apply if it
were taught on campus.) Be particularly specific about
library work, laboratory work, 4nd supplementary assign-
ments as well as the background and apparent ability,
motivation and achievement of students.

Finally, please identify essential material that might be used for
evaluation in an ex mai facto design testing information retention
as well as relevance to professional vocational needs.

tii

.W.IIIIIIII711411MINIMC110710-



APPENDIX B

Exhibit 4

For ConsuMers of the Professional

PROFESSIONAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

EVALUATION

The University of Minnesota is introducing a program of professional improvement
courses for professional'workers in the field Of agriculture. In order to best
serve the needs of all the potential participants in the program -- the employer
of the professional in this case -- this questionnaire is being sent to you.
Your cooperation in responding to it and sending it to

at your early convenience wilt be appreciated.

1. Company or institution reporting

2. Name of respondent

3. Title and position of respondent

4. Address of respondent

5. nekl many agricultural professionals do you employ? Number:

6. Are the professionals you employ adequately trained at the time of
employment? Yes ; No .

7 If your answer is "no" to question 6, what areas of training do you see
as deficient?

JIMINPV001/11110M*11111Cr

41111111111111110111111.1PACEM.

-,11.101.117.41MINIC=2:MMIWImpw,

,ININOM11111111111111.

8, Do you think there is a need for continuing professional training for
the agricultural specialist? Yes ; No

9. If "yes" to question 8, name the areas for which you see a continuing
educational need:

10. Rank with numbers from 1 to 6 the order in which you think priMary
responsibility for professional improvement lies: the individual
professional won,; the employer ; university ; professional
organizations ; government agencies -_; other (specify)

11. Does your company or institution have a program of in-service training
for agricultural professionals? Yes ; No



li

or Cunsgmers of the Professional, page 2

12. Does your company or institution have a policy of supporting out-plant
ccntinuing education activities for employees? Yes ; No Illia.

13. If "yes" to question 12, specify: time off for taking courses
tuition support ; credit towards promotion ; other (specify)

14. Rank in order of preference from 1 to 3 professional improvement courses
which: carry degree credit _; certificate credit ; no credit

15. Add whatever comments you wish to make about the question of professional
improvement programs:

Al111P

..041111,01.0.0.41......0,01WIRIMOIMOCX,M4106121180....11.14.MOIMMWM,
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